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Mr. Harry Livingstone 
P.O.Box 7149 
Baltimore, Md. 21218 

Dear Harry, 

I have no objections to your criticisms, some of which are justified. ^Iso, although 
address some of it. 

One thing in particular took my attention, on the last page, there you say you 
"don't think that I S confabulate between fact and theory." Just reread your own 
letter crScSy LdS yourself how you can believe this. *ou confabulate throughout. 

PeShans you can better understand the defects in my writing if you understand the 
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dtxll drooling into thetxll. He never r becau3e I then was broke, on 

from recollection and in part irom xJ.1eg3.Dxe , comments 

the unused side of' mimeographed writing, an mimeo paper. But so fares y°^° 
may have included it, I tell you that it was, of all improbable things, runner up in 
,/ y^+ers award for 1966! And when bylvia Meagher read it, in the xer ox 

StSrSetGG^k done and if you'd ^re to you can go through tha f 1 e and 

get her letter. I encapsulate when I tell you that in ter f quite 

choice between the two, she preferred for mine to published. Of course, she had quix 

some time after that to work on hers. * V 7 ' u ^ i ~ 

I've always been aware of the need for editing, in part because it 

I finished it. She declined, describing it as a tour.de xorce. 

Whitewash II did not begin as a book. I did not, originally, plan nKve than ■ 
one boo^I Td otLf^ting £Gd. Pd been asked to 
articles for a French service, which then changed its ^.1 did 
and called it a book. 0*.'l ? h M*T X fj tita{ cU4jf Ui **y h nj* ■ 

Photographic Whitewash was 28 days from the time I «o te, the 5>r«&e < 
duction and the delivery of the first 100 copies, with sewed bindings. They took more 
time to sew than printing the book required. 

What I am saying in point out how little time I took for the writing, and of course 
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before tne second wave of books appear . finished and added a chapter that 
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A later, invostigatine in person. ill vittout any income or subaids. 

I be£ writing the seoond part of Post Horte. tb; ^ 
started to empannel the Shaw Jury, using a ro en^ table in his home and in 
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many other things I was doing, except for Idl's retyping, entirely alone. Hone of this is 
conducive to good writing, fed of course it shows! 

But it is not all that had. I was recording for a talking record when part of 
what wa 3 to he used was crihhed in a Jay David anthology. That ended that. 


John Friedman, then a reporter on the Baltimore Sun and a friend of the Hichard 
Levine who intai-viewed ^ J. Thornton Boswell, visited us the afternoon of the morning 
on which I'd written the Lpilogue to II. He read it and said the words rolled off his 
tongue or over it like a fine wine. I hadn't yet read and corrected it. One man s opinion, 
of course o But it was the opinion of a fellow writer. And I've had many that are quite 
the opposite of what you say. And some that agree with you, as in places I also do. 

But these are rough drafts on the most controversial subject of my lifetime and 
after all these years they stack. Written in the greatest haste, alas. But what were 
my choices? Have you asked yourself this, or any other questions about those books? 

Which broke the ice for others. 

Hemind 3 me. You say Simon and Schuster would not publish us. In 1965 their papberback 
subsidiary told me that Whitewas would be the Green felt Jungle of the year, That book 
was the best-selling book of the year before, their' s. It was approved all the way up 
to Boris Shimkin , then the controlling owner. He liked the book but didnjt dare do it. 

And they were more than honest with me about it. He had just published a fraudulent 
book/ Calories "on't Jount," something lifte six people had been indicted, and he did 
not want to be added to the indictment. He referred to my book as the red flag before h 
the charging bull. But they in my presence got Doubleday to read it. Sven demanding that 
Sam Vaughn, Ike's and Nixon's editor, read it. Doubleday w,:s also honest with me, saying 
that they'd had a high-level meeting on it and their decision was not editorial and not 
•Zjt asy to arrive at. 

Bo, everybody does not agree with you and even when your criticisms are justified, 
they are without context. KoXrcTver, I've gotten and still get thousands and thousands 
of letter #from strangers, a large proportion of whom, from their letters, are not well 
educated. They do not reflect the trouble understanding what I wrote that you have. This 
was your one response, by the way, when I asked you if you'd read Post Mortem. 


I'm going to have to suspend in a few minutes for a while, so I'll explain part 
of what I was - t-aiv-ing ...bout when I asked you if you'd read it. Do you remember when you 
asked me to read a printout of several chapters? And I wrote you and told you you 
should be more careful, that you were taking credit for the work of others by rep- 
resenting it as your own? *ou got a bit huffy and sent me your notes. I have never 
mentioned it since, but you represent as your work what appeared in Post Mortem and you 
not infrequently credit others in your notes for its content that they Just picked up and 
presented as their own work. One I remember is ^ary Shaw. 

Harry, I’m used to this and don^t resent it. I've never before mentioned it to 
you, for example. To a degree it is inevitable, because I did virtually all that is factual 
based on the abating volumes and records. I mean it first appeared in my books. Not 
mnr*h has been added from those sources, if you recall the literature. I was always aware 
of this but to ’oegin with I ressnted others not citing their sources when A was their 
source and they were selling my work and pocketing what they got and I was broke. 


How bdrke? I once spent a fortnight in "ew^r leans and had four meals., to which I 
was treated. ^I'd have powdered milk for breakfast, a 100 pis if I had lunch, and a 190 
hamburger for supper. - lost more than a pound of weight a day for that pemoc. 

The one time it was possible for me to interview any doctors at Parkland the 
Ferrells put me up, ga& me breakfast and supper, and I didn t have the money for a ®ab. 
I had one morning to spend at Parkland. Buck ^errell drove me there and I had a ride 
from there for noon. I had to do some waiting but I got to interview Perry, Cameo and 
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McClelland. That later r erry and McClelland told you other than what they told me 
does not give me confidence in what you say they told you and to a degree x knew very 
well they did becipse you played the tapes for ne. I did do other things while I was 
there that time, of course, and they were not unfruitful. 

One other thing so I wongjt forget because * must stop for a while now. I think 
I suggested, on the casket and such, that you go over what I got from the MEM when I 
asked it only for what it gave Idf ton. 

And one other thing for context, when I resume. Remember, X once told you I go 
with Occam, not with oriental philosophy and approaches, which are compleE and “ think of- 
ten convoluted. I've not condemned, which x think is the word you used, what you did. All 
I have said is that I saw (and after reading this letter still think) no need for fa kin g 
the pictures and 2-rays. I have not said that what you and Robert see in the prints is 
not there. x have said I do not see it. And if I were in opposition, would I have taken 
the I've - taken to try to help you, including in the other long letter and this one? 


In resuming, I wonder if your trouble comprehending Post Mortem is because you 
have factual ^rather than literatry problems from it? 

And another story, to indicate to you how I lived when x did the early work, 
which masais most of my publishing, research an^investigating. On an^oher trip to ^ew 
Orleans I psent the first week xiith as the guejrft of a college professor X knew was an 
FBI informer, in a small apartment he had ostensible for quiet when he worked but actually 
for privacy with his girl friend. Who with her husband served me a real banquet 'at,' home. 

The rest of the trips that year I had the use of a former slave quarters in the Garden 
District as the guest of a woman whose son had escaped from an insane assylum with a 
doctor's pastel to kill Garrison. Instead he beat his mother up. When I drove up to 
Jackson, whore he was in a closed ward, to interview him, x had one of my sources with 
me, a young woman x knew was at the very least a narclink and I was driving a Fiat 
sports car. X was loaned it by a dealer who had had as his sales manager a Bay of |iigs 
captive I'd befriended in the owner's presence. I think this also indicates that I'm not 
paranoid. 

There is a reflection of what x was talking aout, your lack^of knowledge of the 
basic fact, on page 1, grafi 5, your l). Xou say the body reached _^e thesda at 6 and the 
autopsy began at 8, ask when the pictures and X-rays were taken, and say it took 2 hours, 
at least 1 1/2 for the ’body to get from Ahdrews to ^thesda. £'ve forgotten what is said 
to be the prcise time of arrival at the hospital and when the pictjires were taken or when 
the cutting— up began, but as X remember, it 4 p.m. ik Burkley had the radio operator 
make arrangemej^ns from AF1 for the autopsy to be done at Bethesda. There was dn no trickery 
with the ambulance. When it left Andrews and when it got toifethesda is recorded. Jt was 
about a half hour. The first X-rays were taken in the X-ray room before the body was 
taken to where the autk^sy was done. X don't recall the time on the picture— taking. Other 
X— rays were taken during the autopsy with a portable machine. 

j 

Xos, do try to be precise, whether in letters or in conversation on this subject. 
x 'his is not being "super-legalistic." It is simply being accurate. 

£ou say I care about this subject but "not enough,'.' which you underlined. 1 ou can 
have your opinion. I'm sorry if you and as you say almost everyone you know can't under- 
stand my writing. Perhaps 4 if you had the education of the high school and younger child- 
ren who write me after reading it you'd have less trouble. They have no trouble understanding 
and offering informed comment and asking sensible questions. 

Y ou say you go on your own interaction with those you interview. Is O'connor an 
example? Xou iiave only belateu questions about him, after my comments, if ^ recall cor- 
rectly. And you have done any further checking on what they have said? -'ome^ impossible. 

With regard to the Dallas doctors and what they told you, I repeat, they said the 
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opposite on Nova, after seting the autopsy pic and X-rays. 

You are entitled to disregard what 1 3. id about your theory of the conspiracy but 
aside from self-serving and I thiiyunreasonable insistence that they had no reason to be 
afraid of getting cau£ht in faking the film you have no reasons, f ou just disregard what 
i£ not congenial to your theory and pre-conception. "They" contWoll^d everything, so you 
answer everything with this asumption. They in fact could not eep& dt to keopall mouths 
closed and in fact they didn R t/ Elsewhere on this you say that as of the da/ of the 
assassination "they" kc.e they would kill Oswald, i'his is enough for you? 

If it is, and I think most people would not think it is, try a different approach. 
What did the conspirators have to worry about once the killers were not caught at the 
scene of the crimes? What did leaving evidence pointing to Oswald have to accomplish 
for their purposes other than giving them "lead" time, time for the killers to get away? 
Nothing at all, I think. ; -anything more than that is icing on the cake. , 

"They" did not fake the picture that got the conservative Democrat 1-1 vd.lar Ty clings 
defeated. It was done by the GOP in Maryland. <lnd you s<iy it was 6 us Hall. I thought it 
was Earl jfrowder, but I’m not 100/o sure. I do remember it. 

You are, of course, entite^ld to depend on what you s/y the nurses said about the 
fragmetf/s removed from ^omallu, 1 s body. But you'll have a problem 1:1 that does not agree 
with the I’BI regjorts on what they told the FBI and what fragments they turned over to 
the FBI. I'm not going into all of the other information on this in Post Mortem but to 
make the point I think I had in mind, there is the fsagment still in Connally's chest. 

Why depend on what is subject to dispute, when the other side gets heard and is believed 
with regard to every dispute, ’./hen you can use the size of the fragment from their 
evidence, which they cannot refute or dispute. But there is much, much more on this, how 
much was missing from 399. 

Thanks for including copies of my two grafs oil this. I see this is what I said 
at less length. You Say thj.s was "a subtle form of sophistry" and that I'm staking a claim 
etc. Which, obviously, isn t at all necessary. I was merely referring you to where you 
could and would find irrefutable information. You miss the point I was making in referring 
to what was not recovered from Connally's body because it was washed away. I've just 
feferredjyfca to what I'd not have had to refer you if you'd read the book, so what was 
lost from Connally'd body is in addition to what was known to the government to be missing 
from 399, and that alone was enough to rule 399 out. ^ou are so wound up in defending 
yourself about imagined condemnation and so determined to find a basis for cri Incizing 
me you did not even think/ We doriSt know the weight of was was deposited in 0 oartnly's 
body, as I said, because some of it was washed away. Yet you underscore this as youy/2). 

And I added a caution, that while I agree with the nurses^, who you cite and I'd known 
be hat they said years ago, I cautioned you that "the official records" showed less, and 
that was based on what the reports attributed to rftem and the weighing ,of the specimens 
turned over to the FBI. Your way you have problems. % way you can_t. This is "sophistry"? 

Resumed 6/30 You quote my paragraph in which I said that if you'd had my approach you'd 
have had no trouble proving that more was missing from 399 than the government accounts for. 
You underscore this and write "arrogant" in the margin. I don't recall what if anything 
you said about this in your letter or book. I presume that whatever it was did not come 
from the available official information, including but not’ limited to documents, published 
and uaprm.blish.ed. What you say is this letter has no relationship to that. Now without 
knolwedge of that, and you reflect the grossest ignorance of it, where do you get off 
saying that what I said is arrogant? Is not your presumtion reflected here that you know 
all there is to know the real arrogance? On this aspect you lack any real sciholarhip at 
all. And I'm being blunt to try to get through to you, as I did not in the letter you quote. 
What you quote begins, "I think your concept of what exists is limited by your approach." 

In thinking about this 1 not only think I was correct - you prove it by taking the same 
pretended omniscience approach. You have not used in your book, to the best of my recol- 
lection, any of the documents I got under FOIA. You also have never asked to see them. On 



this basis alone your scholarship is deficient. And if you think a critical audience 
is g^ing to accept a newspaper account of what a nurse said more than a decade later of 
whit she rememb ;rs over contempotanous official documents you are plain nuts. And in- 
stead of asking youreljef if I could be correct in any degree you accuse me twice of 
arrogance. 

I do not dispute that "earwitness testimony is as valid today as it was 27 years 
ago," but then that is because there was never a time when e- rwitness testimony was all 
that dependable. Too many factors enter into ±±. I spent virtually no time at all on 
ear&itness evidence in the belief that is still valid, it can't under scrutiny or analysis 
stand up against other forms of evidence. 

You follow with a dissertation on how governments have been overthrown , saying it 
can be done by about 50 people. It has been done throughout history by as few as one and 
in the official mythology JFK was killed by a lone assassin. You say of this one, with 
a s few in your view, and as many in my view, of 50 people was compartmentalised. Only 
those who had a need to know knew what they did know. Then you say that I attempt to 
destroy tie whole construct you have made, your word, on the basis of assumption you do 
not make. At this point on this page you have Hoover, Dulles and Helms controlling the 
conspiracy and include some of the Secret Service and the Dallas police. "T^ey needed 
fools like Ford and Specter to invent a theory to fit the need." What did Ford invent? 

And how can you posslibly evaluate Specter as a fool? Can't you see how you are stretchln/jgtji 
without any factual basis at all, to support a preconception? 

i* 

Then you say they "flashed" phony pictures Vto trick Warren, -Boggs, -Russell, 
c ooper." i his is an act you report as fact. I challnege you on fact and ask you to 
support it with meaningful evidence. So far as I know, you just made this up, as the 
conspiracy theory is just made up. 

I have never doubted there was a conspiracy and I set out to establish this as a 
matter of fact from the official evidence itself. No presumptions, no theories on my part. 
’What the government itself said is fact. That cannot be refuted by the government. But 
that is not the same a3 theorizing who did it, which is what you do without a scintilla 
of Evidence. That you believe it 1 do not doubt. But you have not proved it, you won't 
and you can't. 11 o matter now reasonable it may appear to be to you you will not get any 
acceptance where acceptance can count or mean anything at all. 

You return to O'Connor after acknowledging that you "made [a mistake" re the 
alleged "decoy ambulance." I note in passing that you'd not have made this mistake if you 
were not so arrogant and self-important in your refusal to look at the official evi- 
dence when l offered it to you. I am not saying this to anger you or put you down, I'm 
trying to get you to think and to ask yourself if this kind of comment can be applied 
more widely thai x have. 

With regard to O'Connor, and with the intent of having what I'll say be applied 
more widely, how can you possibly think he can be accepted as a depenlable source if 
he drag disagrees with anything Li f ton published as coming from him - t gaped? 

Your proof that JFK's body was stoleis at ‘‘’arkland is: It could have happened. We 
don t know that it dids±±~nbt." ""We" don't know^f Unless you intend to broaden your 
conspiracy "we" do know and you either don’t know the facts or don't care. There never 
was a time the boy was alone, unguarded. Guarded so diligently that the Sefset Service 
knocked an FBI man down to prvenet him from going where the body was. The FBI man had not 
identified hqjaself. This is a ridiculous argument you SEEiliakes because you don't know 
that it didn t happen, it did happen.* 

Next the utter nonsense of tearing the front neck wound to get bullets out. Unless 
youWant me to waste more time on this I’ 11 say only a few things. How did anyone know there 
were bullets in the neck? What kind of bullet would strike An the neck and remain there? 

In the end you say that NOW you don't believe the body was stolen or tampered with. 



What basis in fact did you ever have for any other opinion? And I'm underscoring 
your alienation from the available official records and testimony. 

Where you say that I said the body was examined for bullets, I do not recall the 
context of my exact words but I believe I was referring to the X-rays. Bullet metal is 
like a fluorescent light in them. 

, 1,'d have to check my Harchetti file to be able to give you a definitive reply 
about^afchetti said that is the opposite of what you said but it was whan •Jim Satire 
Lesar and I met with him years ago. He gradually changed all that he told us over the years 

What you next refer to is not clear but I presume you mean, in using jfhe word 
"coup," the consp^rfipy you visualize. You say of this, "I think you mak-a a serious error 
which if you musse'4, about this in the presence of newsmen, would tend to ridicule me 
et al with reard (^egand?) to the conspiracy...." I presume you think I met with news- 
men or am where they&re, which is not do, and that I muse aloud about your work. I 
never have and I can't recall that any reporter phoned to ask me about anything you said. 

On the other hand, if anyone does. I'm* not about to not be responsible and responsive 
or to be dishonest about what X believe. You have to stand on your own feet, ^r to put 
it another way, lie in the bed you made. But I've not ^aken any sue ^ initiative and have 
no reason to believe that anyone now will have read your book, write a siAry, and call me. 

You are essentially correct in saying that I "reject forgery of the autopsy 
pictures." What you have to show me is that there was any need to do this, any purpose 
to be served by it, etc., and that if there had been, that it was less dangerous than 
mot doing it. And that anyone would fake r-poof that disproves what they are trying to 
prove, which is true of the existing autopsy pictures. And X-rays. Ail you say about 
this amount to blWoing smoke. You may beliege it but there not only is no evidence, it 
isn t even reasonable. You show the influencotf too many novels and too much reading 
of what to me is the nut literature on the subject. 

You do say "they were going to ki&l Oswald all along." I presume you have a tele- 
type which tells you tliis? But you tell me what was the need to kill Oswald? To keep 
him from being tried? Acquitted? How would either have overturned the coup you visualize? 
Unless you presume that Oswald was a conscious and informed part of the conspiracy, what 
difference would it have made if he'd not been killed? They'd still not have solved the 
crime or exposed or caught the conspirators. 

If you want to continue thinking and writing as novelist, Igo ahead. x ou describe as 
"bullshit" my saying that as of the night of the assassination it had to be assumed that 
Oswald would be tried and all the autopsy film would be used in evidence. Your alleged 
thinking is interms of the prosecution. I have the defense in mind and it would not be 
denied that evidence. Matter of fact, before he chickened out.. Garrison had gone to 
court and had won on his having access to all the film and much more. Otf didn^t you know? 

You have the understanding that when Rooky tried to get into the Archives he ’Jas 
ejected." What did he have to go there for 8 Assuming he did, as I think he didn^t. Until 
he turned it over he had all the stuff in question. 

When you say that Buchanan's sxs^book and "Farewell' America" "reflected infor- 
mation shared with the Kennedy s^and Inteirtel" you again reflect awful ignorance. There 
was nothing in Bachanan's to sa/ire and - arewell America was a phony by the French SEEKS, 
which made it all up. With less than a page on the assassination. Have you lost ^11 
your critical faculties and swallowed sill the crap you can find? 

More fairy-tales when you talk about Oswald having to be killed because he could 
prove himself innoc^ent. If Ray had not been nutty and had gotten only a public-defender 
lawyer he would -anjsstr have been acquitted and when it was possible to have , him killed 
easily to avoid the hejaing to determine whether he'd get a trial, he wasn t killed and 
we did exculpate him. You make up theories, believe them, and face nothing''else 0 
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You say you have a vague recollection of what did not happen, that “cHugh or the 
pilot radioed ahead for a decoy ambulance, which you now acknowledge didn^t exist, and you 
say that in acting as an indiseensible part of the conspiracy there/ &6re not acting as 
an indiseensible part of it. Come on, get youif feet on the rjgbuna and your head out of 
the smoke you've been blowing. 

I've forgotten what you s;Ad about the Post story on the bullet you say you now 
have, I'd like to read it, so may I have a^opy, please? 

6f cou^e the • b ethesda i doctors did not have any of the records of the Dallas doctors 
during the autopsy and I didn t day they did. I believe that what I was saying is that 
the /Sethesda doctors had to assume that a fareful examination was made by the Dallas 
doctors and that they recorded their observations. 

Although you have already acknowledge/ that you no longer believe that the body 
was stolen and toyed with, on the basis of an alleged recollection of some two decades 
earlier you now say that the anterior nexk wound was toim open in the quest for bullets, 
the quest I asked you above to show some rational reason for making. Now you say of those 
who allegedly did this, "These guys were not doctors with medical instruments, but butchers 
and killers, conspirators with pliers only." But you've already said there was no such 
thing. Which way is it, or are you reduced to having it both ways? This isn't reasonable. 

You refer to your use of inductive or deductive reasoning but you make no ref-t 
rence to established fact, -ou can^t replace fact with your smoke, u arry, no matter how 
strongly you blow it. You also say "X am very hard on myself." The letter which IdV'"- < ' v ~' 
response proves the exact opposite, ^n almost no instance have you given any thought to 
what I said, self-critically, and instead give me theories, fairly tales and novel plots. 

O'Connor? " rely solely on him" at your own risk. 

Harry I've taken this time in what I have every reason to believe is a futility, 
trying to get you to stand back and evaluate and from your response I have no reason to b 
believe that you will or even are capable of it. I intend it to be helpful. But you are 
dreading intellectual swamps for mud to sling instead of fact you c. ji comprehend and on 
the basis of which you con reason. 

If you want any further discussion of pny of this, it will have to be verbal. I 
shouldn't have taken all this time and I won&t again. 

and you have an enormous liability coming fromjfceah what is' readily available and 
you've not deigned to look at. •‘■'his will be very hard to overcome now. There is just too 
much to encompass. 

best wishes. 



